Commission (JNKC) regulates only civilian nuclear power plants. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) was established by Congress to provide a form of regulatory oversight for the Department of Energy (DOE) weapons facilities, but it is an advisory body and does not have regulatory power. If one or more nuclear plants for plutonium disposition were owned by DOE, the DNFSB could be asked to provide oversight. Nevertheless, it is virtually certain that any such facility would have to meet NRC safety standards, and the committee believes this is desirable. Gaining approval by the DNFSB would probably take even longer than gaining NRC licenses, because the DNFSB staff is much smaller than the NRC's and has less regulatory experience. Moreover, DNFSB oversight might be more likely to be challenged in court. Licensing a MOX fabrication facility would also be time-consuming; it, too, might be done under either the NRC or the DNFSB. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) are likely to be required for several of the facilities, and the time required to prepare these and obtain approval for them would be substantial.
Public approval in the areas near the relevant facilities will also be a critical factor. Problems of public approval and licensing could be lessened somewhat if both the plutonium fuel fabrication facilities and the reactors handling MOX fuels were on federal sites. This is the main argument for building new reactors at existing DOE sites, rather than relying on existing civilian reactors. There is a good chance, however, that these problems could be addressed at some existing reactors, particularly if they were acquired as new federal sites. Chances for local public approval for the operation of FMEF for MOX fuel fabrication or the construction of new MOX facilities might be improved if the jobs associated with the fabrication plant and those that might be associated with reactor modification and operation were provided in the same area.
Safeguards and Security. The discussion to this point has focused primarily on feasibility and timing. Another important criterion identified above is safeguards and security, enumerated under the "risks of handling." An agreed system of safeguards and security, as part of the overall regime for fissile material storage and management discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, should be adopted.
Given the stringent security procedures and the low incidence of terrorism in the United States, risks during transportation are substantially lower in the United States than in Russia at the moment. The scale of transport required will depend to a great degree on the number of sites, and in particular on whether conversion of pits to oxides, fuel fabrication, and the relevant reactors would be located at the same site or at several widely dispersed locations. The number of sites at which this plutonium is handled, the number of shipments of plutonium, and their length should be minimized to the extent possible, to limit the risks of theft.s, would simply amount to deficit financing by other means. This point is equally applicable to other approaches involving private financing of initial capital costs in return for government promises of later subsidies.
